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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OBJECTIVES

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
Logistics) has called for a review of the DoD Uniform Materiel Movement and
Issue Priority System (UMMIPS) to produce a proposed UMMIPS structure that
(1) effectively isolates requisitions for which expeditious supply and trans-
portation are justified regardless of costs and (2) establishes priorities for
all other requisitions based on materiel need, time of need, and associated
costs. The structure is to be simple enough for ease of use, yet
sophisticated enough to descriminate among situations deserving different
priorities.

PRIMARY CONCLUSIONS

We have drawn conclusions in three areas: (1) structure of the priority
system, (2) structure and definition of the processing segments, and (3) pre-
scribed time standards.

1. The purpose of a materiel priority system is to establish the relative
importance of requests for assets. UMMIPS attempts to do that; ad-
ditionally, it uses the requisition's relative importance (priority) as
an indication of the mode of shipment (air or surface). Our analysis has
shown that the requisitioner generally regards the assigned priority as a
means for establishing a claim on an item (and avoiding backordering),
not as an indicator of the desired shipment mode.

For the assigned priority designator to be meaningful, each should result

in a different set of actions. Such is not the case with the 15 priori-

ties in UMMIPS. Except for the sequencing of backorders, there are three
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sets of actions for processing requisitions. The sequencing of back-
orders uses many more "priorities” than the 15 codified in UMMIPS. The
use of "priorities" not explicitly prescribed by UMMIPS was found to be
unnecessary, with the exception of an emergency priority.

In practice it is difficult to discern the boundaries of some UMMIPS
processing segments. Some segments contain more than one operation,
reducing visibility and management control. Subdivisions (or the lack of
them) within some segments provide insufficient information for control.
In particular: the boundaries of the Requisition Submission segment are
unclear; the Transportation segments (CONUS and overseas) contain both
hold time and intransit time; the subdivisions established within the
Inventory Control Point segment do not allow adequate information for
management control; and the absence of Subdivisions for the Requisition
Submission Segment also precludes needed control information.

The UMMIPS time standards need to be revised.

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

Our recommendations relate, in order, to the three areas discussed above:
To allow the requisitioner sufficient flexibility to specify his need for
the materiel, we recommend the establishment of both an Issue Priority
Designator and a Processing and Transportation Designator. The Issue
Priority Designator will indicate the relative importance of requisitions
for stock issuance only. The Processing and Transportation Designator
will indicate the mode of shipment and the allowable comnsolidation time.
Recognizing the use of three sets of actions for processing requisitions,

we recommend the establishment of three priority categories: Emergency,
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High and Routine. The Emergency category is a formalization of existing,
informal actions. The High category corresponds to current Priority
Groups 1 and 2, and the Routine category corresponds to Priority Group 3.
To clarify the boundaries of the Requisition Submission segment, we
recommend that it begin with the actual date the requisitioner requests,
and is denied, materiel from the initial retail supply source. To
establish visibility of the CONUS and overseas hold times for trans-
portation, we recommend the establishment of two processing segments, one
for CONUS hold and one for overseas hold.

Analysis of the Inventory Control Point and the Requisition Submission
processing segments showed extensive processing times. To provide ade-
quate information for management control, we recommend the establishment
of three subdivisions for each of the segments.

Revised UMMIPS time standards are recommended, as shown in the following

table.
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RECOMMENDED TIME STANDARDS

TIME STANDARDS (CALZNDAR DAZS)

]
AIGH ROUTINE i
Emer- — PREMIUM 1
Priority Category _gency PRE . STD. DIS. AIR SUR. 8TD. |
Issue Priority Designator a0 01-G7 C1l-07 01-07 308-12 08-12 08-12
Processirg ani Transportation ,
Designator ) a b d e d & {
P lA. Reguisiticn Submittion f
2 1. AUTODIN .125 1 1 i 1 1 g
| o 2. Other CONUS .123 3 3 3 3 3 6 !
& 2. Other Overseas 25 4 4 4 4 4 9 |
|
£ i3. ICP Availability .125 1 1 1 1 1 1 j
E ic. Depst Drocessing .25 1 1 4 4 4 8 ‘
C D, odepoc Hold .25 1 1 2 2 z 5
X is. CONUS Intransitc .375 2 4 4 2 4 7
s | CCNU3 Seq. 1.125 6 8 12 10 12 T
{ 7. FPOE’APCE Hold .25 2 2 2 2 2 1%
s
_ !G. Dverseas Shipment/
» ‘ saiivery
S l 1. west. Hamispnera .50 4 4 4 4 4 2
| 4. Zurope, Med., Africa .75 6 6 6 6 6 3e
- ' 3. West. Pacific 1.25 7 7 7 7 () 40 i
&
|
% H. decaipt Take-Up .25 1 1 1 1 1 3 |
T | TOTAL CONUS 1.375 7 9 13 11 13 . S
TOTAL OVERSEAS !
1. Yest.
Hemisphare 2.125 13 15 19 17 19 63
2. ESurope =~
hfrica 2,375 15 17 21 19 21 €8
3. West, 5
Pacific 2.875 16 18 22 20 22 73
i L

*When SEAVAN consolidation is accomplished at the depot, the Depot Hold Time is 15 days, and

the POE Hold Time Standard is 3 days,.

NOTE:

Cnly AUTODIN summations are shown.
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I. INTRODUC1LiON

A.  BACKGROUND

The Uniform Materiel Movement and Issue Priority System (UMMIPS)
prescribes DoD policy and criteria for ranking materiel requirements for all
DoD components in peacetime and wartime. Those policies and criteria apply to
the requisition, issue, and movement of all DoD-managed materiel. Currently
there are 15 Priority Designators (PDs) in use, which represent combinations
of designators for the requisitioning activity's mission and urgency of need.

The 15 PDs are arranged in three Priority Groups (PGs), each having
specific time standards for processing requisitions and delivering materiel.
PGs 1 and 2 are considered high priority, while PG 3 is considered routine.
The high priority groups constitute approximately 40 percent of about 28 mil-
lion requisitions submitted each year. The current time standards for CONUS-
generated requisitions allow 7 days for PG 1, 11 days for PG 2, and 28 days
for PG 3. The mean time incurred in processing and delivery for CONUS-
generated requisitions is about 21 days for high priority requisitions, and
about 29 days for routine requisitions.1

Processing and delivery are more costly for high priority requisitions
than for routine requisitions, mainly because air transportation is frequently
used. Current criteria for selecting the appropriate PD do not differentiate
between situations where cost should be a determinant and where it should not.

The performance of the existing priority system suggests several ques-
tions. First, are 15 PDs and 3 PGs the most effective arrangement for meeting

1Overseas processing standards and delivery times are a function of the
geographic region (there are three) to which materiel is being shipped.




the needs of the Military Services? Second, is the priority system over-
burdened with high priority requisitions; and, if so, is the result excessive
supply and transportation costs and an erosion of the priority system? Third,
are the additional costs of high priority requisitions justified by the bene-
fits of shorter processing and delivery times? Finally, are the present time
standards realistic; and if not, what should they be?

B.  OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE

The objective of this study is to recommend a UMMIPS structure that
effectively isolates requisitions for which expeditious supply and trans-
portation actions are justified, regardless of costs; and orders priorities
for all other requisitions on the basis of materiel need, time of need, and
associated costs.

LMI was tasked to review and evaluate current UMMIPS policy, criteria and
practices and to recommend policy, criteria, and procedural changes that would
increase the effectiveness and integrity of the priority system with respect
to both cost-sensitive and non-cost-sensitive requisitions. Five subtasks
were specified.

1. Evaluate current criteria for assigning PDs. Conclude whether those
criteria adequately distinguish requisitions that should not be
subjected to cost tradeoffs. Develop recommended criteria.

2. Establish the number of substantially different methods of pro-
cessing materiel requisitions and how each relates to current PDs.

3. Identify differences in the various methods of processing materiel
requisitions in terms of: time standards, actual time performance,
and associated costs. Establish whether current time standards are
realistic, and whether the time/cost variations differ sufficiently
to warrant different PDs.

4. Draw a sufficient sample of requisitions to establish the economic
and noneconomic impacts of applying various PDs. In addressing
noneconomic impacts, consider operational readiness, safety, per-
sonnel morale and comfort, work delays or stoppages not easily
economically quantifiable and other pressures exerted on the
requisitioner.




- Based on the above analyses, develop appropriate recommendations
for improving UMMIPS to meet the objectives of this study.

The data base required to track requisitions for the performance of sub-
task four was difficult to access-often nonexistent, vague and unreliable.
Also, no suitable measurements were found to assess the impact of delayed
delivery. Thus sampling requisitions proved to be impracticable.

C.  STUDY APPROACH

In general, the purpose of any priority system is to allocate limited
resources to those elements that collectively contribute to an overall objec-
tive. The allocation depends upon the relative importance of each of the
elements. The overall objective of UMMIPS is to resupply the military forces
with required materiel in both peacetime and wartime. To achieve that ob-
jective, standard practices have been established. Such practices consist of
methods which include procedures for handling and processing materiel req-
uisitions. Those methods presumably have been designed to provide effective
and economic materiel support within existing resource constraints.

Often two or more sets of actions may be established to achieve the
objectives of an operation. Some sets of actions may be more costly than
others in order to perform the operation faster. Such is the case with the
military materiel support system. Certain sets of actions have been estab-
lished for processing requisitions, issuing assets, consolidating shipments
and determining transportation modes. UMMIPS governs the selection of the
appropriate set of actions for a specific set of conditions.

Each distinct set of actions should be related to a distinct PD and
should result in a significant difference in allocation of assets, delivery
time, or costs for processing, handling, or transporting the requisitioned

items. Otherwise, there would be no reason for having two distinct PDs. The




conditions that justify a specific set of actions are the criteria for assign-
ing a distinct PD.

LMI therefore examined the various sets of Qctions applied to the
processing and handling of materiel requisitions and the criteria by which
they are justified. Both economic and noneconomic criteria were included,
because there are situations in a military environment where cost may be
relatively unimportant compared with time.

This approach led to the examination of each UMMIPS processing segment.
In doing so, we attempted to identify all of the different actions that would
be performed as a result of a requisitions's PD. Given the 15 PDs, one would
expect to find 15 different actions, one for each priority.

On the basis of this analysis and interviews with military and civilian
personnel, we arrived at certain conclusions and recommendations. Chapter II
describes the analysis in detail (the UMMIPS processing time segments and the

conclusions reached.) Chapter III offers 28 recommendations based on our

conclusions.
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II. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING UMMIPS STRUCTURE

A.  GENERAL DESCRIPTION

The current UMMIPS priority system is set forth in DoD Directive 4410.6,
February 18, 1971. The system uses 15 PDs to determine the relative impor-
tance of materiel requisitions. The PD is assigned according to the req-
uisitioning unit's Force/Activity Designator (FAD), assigned by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the requisitioner's Urgency of Need (UND).l The five FADs

and three UNDs are combined as shown in Table 1 to yield the 15 PDs.

TABLE 1. UMMIPS PRIORITY DESIGNATORS

FAD A B C

I 01 04 11
II 02 05 12
ITI 03 06 13
IV 07 09 14
\Y 08 10 15

UMMIPS divides the requisitioning process into seven processing segments.
This is done so that each segment contains one operation, which can be meas-
ured, creating management visibility and control. We will see that in some
cases a processing segment contains more than one operation.

The UMMIPS processing segments are: Requisition Submission, Passing
Action, Inventory Control Point (ICP) Availability Determinatio.., Depot/
Storage Site Processing, Transportation Hold and CONUS Intransit, Overseas
Shipment/Delivery, and Receipt Take-Up by Requisitioner. Associated with each

lThete are three UNDs: A, B, and C. UND A is generally used when the

requisitioner is unable to perform his mission; B is generally used when the

requisitioner's mission is impaired; C is thus used for routine resupply and
anything else.




processing segment are three time standards, which are a function of the
requisition's PG. Requisition processing is supposed to be completed within
the prescribed UMMIPS time standard for the PG in question.

This chapter describes each UMMIPS processing segment in terms of its
current definition, practices and procedures, time standards and performance,
and time and cost differences among the PGs and draws conclusions about each
segment.

B.  REQUISITION SUBMISSION AND PASSING ACTION

1. Definition

The Requisition Submission time segment currently is defined as
extending "...from the date of the requisition to the date of receipt by the
initial wholesale supply source, e.g., inventory cont;ol point, stock point,
which maintains any asset availability records for the purpose of filling
" materiel demands or ordering other supply action." (DoDD 4410.6, p. 2-1)
The Passing Action time segment is defined as extending "...from the date
that the initial supply source receives the requisitions until the date of
receipt by the ultimate supply source, e.g., the appropriate CONUS ICP."
(DoDD 4410.6, p. 2-1)

The Passing Action segment exists only in the Navy. Even the need
for, and interpretation of, this segment within the Navy is doubtful. Be-
cause of the many echelons of the Navy's supply system, it is difficult to
ascertain where Requisition Submission ends and Passing Action begins. There-
fore, the two segments will be treated as one in this discussion.

2. Practices and Procedures

There are four basic methods of submitting requisitions: AUTODIN,
telephone, message, and mail. The AUTODIN method is almost completely auto-

mated and is the preferred method for all priorities. With this method, the
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requisition's data are transmitted directly to a computer, checked for certain
types of errors, and forwarded electronically to the appropriate ICP or stock
point. The process is interrupted only when an error, such as an incorrect
stock number, is detected, or when there is a computer failure. Telephone,
message,vand mail are used when AUTODIN facilities are not available, or when
the requisition includes exception data.

It seems appropriate to consider Requisition Submission in three
categories: (1) requisitions submitted via AUTODIN without exception data;
(2) requisitions submitted from CONUS via other means, with or without ex-
ception data; and (3) requisitions submitted from overseas via other means,
with or without exception data. It is difficuit to compare time-performance
data among the Services in these three categories for several reasons.

First, the dating of requisitions is inconsistent. In some cases,
the date of the requisition is the date the ultimate user requests the item
from his base supply or stock point. In others, the date of the requisition
is the date the base supply office enters the requisition into the wholesale
supply system.

Second, Requisition Submission data are not currently reported in
the three categories mentioned above.

Finally, the use of AUTODIN facilities and the percentage of
requisitions requiring exception data are not known to be consistent across
the Services. For instance, a sample of approximately 58,000 requisitions
submitted to the Navy Ships Parts Control Center during December 1976 indi-
cated 67 percent were submitted via AUTODIN. On the other hand, Air Force
data for all requisitions submitted during December and January of Fiscal 1976

show that about 89 percent were submitted via AUTODIN.
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3. Time Standards and Performance

Current time standards for Requisition Submission are one day for
PGs 1 and 2 and two days for PG 3. However, the time standards currently al-
lowed for the Passing Action segment are also one day for PGs 1 and 2 and two
days for PG 3. As explained above, we have chosen to consider Passing Action
as part of Requisition Submission. Thus, present time standards may be con-
sidered to be two days for PGs 1 and 2 and four days for PG 3.

Table 2 shows a comparison of the current time standards vs. FY 76
performance time for all DoD requisitions submitted. Several observations
may be made. First, performance time considerably exceeds present time
standards. Mean days for completion exceeds the standard time in each PG
from 32.5 percent to 350 percent. Second, overseas requisitions take almost
twice as much time as those for CONUS. Finally, in every case, the mean days
for completion equals or exceeds the number of days required to complete the
submission process for 75 percent of the requisitions. Thus, 25 percent of
the requisitions take exceptionally long times for submission, which sug-
gests significant time differences in requisition submission methods.

4. Relative Time and Cost

For requisitions transmitted by AUTODIN, there is little time/cost
difference among priorities. The AUTODIN system treats requisitions the same
regardless of priority. A small time/cost difference does occur in the sub-
mittal of requisitions via AUTODIN because high priority requisitions are
submitted more frequently than low priority requisitions.

When other transmission modes are used, again there is little time/
cost difference among priorities. The reason is that the other modes normally
are used when the requisition, regardless of priority, contains exception

data.
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5. Conclusions

Analysis of the Requisition Submission and Passing Action processing
time segments leads to two conclusions. First, the beginning of Requisition
Submission varies from Service to Service. Thus, there is a need for
consistent dating among the Services to aid understanding of the data and
promote inter-service comparisons.

Second, there is very little time/cost difference among priorities.
Requisitions are generally processed the same way, regardless of priority, and
AUTODIN is consistently the preferred mode of submission. Differences in the
processing time occur because requisitions containing exception data are sub-
mitted via the other modes. The submission of overseas requisitions, with and
without exception data, also causes longer processing times.

C. ICP AVAILABILITY DETERMINATION

1. Definition

The ICP Availability Determination time segment currently extends
"...from the date the requisition is received by the ultimate supply source to
the date that a materiel release/issue instruction (either document or punched
card) is transmitted to the depot/storage site. This segment includes time
required by supply source key punching of requisitions manually prepared by
the requisitioner." (DoDD 4410.6, p. 2-2)

The purpose of the ICP Availability Determination segment is to
allow the ICP to maintain central control over the system's assets. The ICP
issues assets in response to valid requisitions. When items are out of stock,
the ICP is supposed to sequence requisitions for backorder release, based upon
their PD.

The Services and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) have different
numbers of ICPs. In some cases, the Services and DLA collocate their own ICP
with the depot.

10




- B Practices and Procedures

ICP practices and procedures vary between each Service and DLA, as
explained below.
a. Army

Requisition processing begins at the ICP at 6:00 A.M. daily.
High priority requisitions (01-08) are processed first, followed by low prior-
ity requisitions (09-15). If the volume is large enough, additional pro-
cessing cycles are performed. Differences in treatment of priorities become
evident when an item is out of stock.

When stock becomes available and backordered requisitions are
being ordered to be filled, many more than the normal 15 priorities come into
play. Backorder release also.&epends on whether the requisition is for a Not
Operationally Ready Supply (NORS), JCS code, 999 code, intensive management
item, weapon system designator code, or national emergency.2

Whether on hand assets are released depends on the req-
uisition's priority and whether it is for a NORS, JCS code, etc. In other
words, for certain 'priorities," the Army will use pre-positioned war
reserves.

b. Navy

Navy ICP practices and procedures are complex because of the
many layers in their supply system.

A requisition received by the point of entry stock point will
either be filled (if stock is on hand) or passed to the ICP (if no stock is on

2These designations (NORS, JCS code, 999 code, intensive management item,

weapon system designator code, and national emergency) are used as additional
priorities superimposed upon the actual Priority Designator (01-15).

11
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hand. When stock is on hand, the ICP will be notified, after the requisition
has been filled, so that it may alter its asset records accordingly. In ad-
dition, the ICP processing time 1: entered into the Military Supply and Trans-
portation Evaluation Procedures (MILSTEP) as being zero.

When the requisition is passed to the ICP, a materiel release
order will be directed to a stock point which, according to the ICP's records,
has stock on hand. However, due to the practice of issuing stock and noti-
fying the ICP afterwards, the stock point which receives the materiel release
order may not have stock on hand. The ICP then may have to search all the
stock points which carry the requisitioned item, resulting in a very time-
consuming process.

The Navy ICPs have different processing cycles, depending on
the PG (PGs 1 and 2 are processed more frequently than PG 3). However, the
principal difference in processing the various priorities is in the sequenc-
ing of items for backorder release. The Navy uses JCS project codes, NORS/
Casualty Reporting System (CASREPS) Required Delivery Dates (RDDs), 999 indi-
cators in addition to the standard PDs (01-15).

The Navy ICPs have another interesting procedure, the extensive
coding of items for manual review. In one ICP (the Ships Parts Control Cen-
ter), approximately 25 percent of all the National Item Identification Numbers
(NIINs) stocked are coded for manual review. This has caused 25 percent of
the requisitions received to be subject to individual review by item man-
agers, resulting in serious ICP processing inefficiencies.

c. Air Force

ICP processing procedures in the Air Force are much simpler
than in the Navy. This is partly due to different mission requirements,
and partly to the Air Force's extensive use of computers in the requisition-
ing process.
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Air Force ICPs typically process two cycles per day. During
the first cycle, requisitions of all priorities are processed. The second
cycle processes strictly NORS requisitions, regardless of the assigned PDs.
Some ICPs may process more than two cycles per day if the workload is heavy
enough.

The Air Force uses many more than the standard 15 PDs to indi-
cate a requisition's relative importance. The NORS coding of a requisition is
used in processing and in sequencing backordered requisitions. Also used for
sequencing the filling of backordered requisitions are: JCS codes, the
sequence of date within priority categories, etc.

The Air Force also reviews requisitions manually at éhe ICP,
but to a lesser extent than the Navy. Items normally are coded for item man-
ager review if they are either in short supply or are air munitions. At one
Air Force base visited, 5 percent of the items stocked are coded for item
manager rsaview. |

d. Marine Corps

The Marine Corps has one ICP, located in Albany, Georgia. ICP
processing is on a 24-hour-day, 6-day-week basis. When stock is on hand,
there is essentially no difference among priorities. However, when an item is
out of stock, many more than the standard 15 priorities are used for
sequencing the filling of backordered requisitions. In addition to the
15 PDs, NORS codes, weapon systems designator codes, intensive management
designations and special situations are used as priorities. Pre-positioned
war reserves are used for high priority (01-03) requisitions and in special

situations.

13




e. DLA

The ICPs in DLA normally operate on a 24-hour-day, 7-day-week
basis for high priority requisitions (01-08). Low priority requisitions
(09-15) are processed on a 5-day-week-basis. High priority requisitions
normally are batched early in the morning, followed by a batching of low
priority requisitions in the late afternoon (4:00 P.M.).

Materiel backorder release is extremely complicated. JCS
project codes, 999 codes, Required Availability Data (RAD), NORS, and the
actual PD are all used to determine the order in which materiel is released.
Other '"priorities," such as weapon system designator codes and intensive
management designations, are ignored.

In addition, DLA has two "stock reservation'" levels. When the
amount of stock on hand descends to the first reservation level, priorities
01-08 are issued and priorities 09-15 backordered. If the quantity of stock
on hand descends to the second stock reservation level, only priorities 01-03
are issued, with 04-15 backordered.

Another DLA practice is to stock items at Navy stock points
solely for Navy use. The Navy draws upon those stocks and then notifies DLA

so that DLA's inventory records may be adjusted.

3. Time Standards and Performance

The ICP Availability Determination segment currently has time stand-
ards of one day for PGs 1 and 2, and three days for PG 3. These time
standards are the same for both CONUS and Overseas requisitions. Figures 1
and 2 indicate overall DoD performance with respect to these time standards.

Overall DoD performance with respect to the current time standards
is good for most requisitions. Individual Service and DLA performances are

similar; hence, to avoid unnecessary repetition, only the overall DoD results

14
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are given. Making comparisons vertically on Figures 1 and 2, one sees little
difference among the three PGs, with about 75 percent of the PG 1 and 2 req-
uisitions completed on time, and even better experience with PG 3
requisitions.

Each distribution has a mean, which is considerably beyond the point
at which 75 percent of the requisitions are completed. The skewness of these
distributions is caused by extremely long tails (extended processing times).
In order to determine why the ICP processing time should take beyond 20, 30 or
even 40 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, respectively, the All Issues category was
broken down into its subcategories: immediate issues, and delayed issues.

Table 3 gives a comparison of the numbers of requisitions in the two

subcategories.
TABLE 3. IMMEDIATE VS.
DELAYED ISSUE REQUISITIONS
Number(;flﬁigziiitions Percent of All Issues
Immediate Issues
W]l Mz . B3 T SO E S
CONUS 2.4 oo g - 12.1 85.7 88.7 91.0
Overseas 0.7 19 I 87.5 86.4 88.9
Delayed Issues
T R S B . 5 o s S ¥
CONUS 0.4 0.6 132 14.3 113 9.0
Overseas 0.1 0.3 0.4 12.5 13.6 S

CONUS and Overseas immediate issue ICP processing times are shown in

Figures 3 and 4. The forms of these graphs are the same as those in Figures 1
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and 2; however, the mean processing times in Figures 3 and 4 have shifted to
the left. The shift reflects decreases in the lengths of the tails. This is
seen by comparing the percent of requisitions completed at 20, 30, and 40 days
for PGs 1, 2, and 3. Since the requisitions reflected are the ones that were
issued immediately, the presence of tails, even shortened tails, is
disturbing.

The principal cause of the tails within the immediate issue sub-
category was found to be the definition of an "immediate issue." Requisitions
can be classed as immediate issues even though they are not filled imme-
diately. Some examples are:

7 requisitions containing exception data

2. requisitions for items designated for intensive management, which
must be reviewed manually

i requisitions which are challenged for exceeding the maximum release
quantity

4. requisitions held in the computer for a RDD

s requisitions which have been filled, but are held for a RAD or a
Military Assistance Program (MAP) shipment with the clock running

6. requisition coding (for computer input) for those requisitions which
have been received by other than AUTODIN

7 requisitions which require searching among various stock points for
the item (since it is not backordered, it is an immediate issue).

The processing times for delayed issues are shown in Figures 5 and
6. The standards rarely are met in the case of delayed issues, with the mean
processing times being 55.3, 60.8, and 57.0 days for CONUS PG 1, 2, and 3 req-
uisitions. The primary cause of the extremely long processing times was found
to be waiting out the procurement lead time.

4. Relative Time and Costs

Figures 1 through 6 demonstrate that there is little difference in

processing time among the three PGs. Specifically, the All issues graphs
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(Figures 1 and 2) are almost identical, except that the CONUS means decrease
as the priority decreases (increases numerically). Manual review of the high
priority requisitions is believed to be the primary cause of their longer
processing times.

Figures 3 and 4 displayed the CONUS 4nd Overseas immediate issue
subcategories, which are all similar. The reason for the similarity is that
the majority of those requisitions are processed completely by computer (the
exception being the tails as discussed previously). Figures 5 and 6 showed
the CONUS and Overseas delayed issue subcategories. Moving from PG 1 down to
PG 3, the length of time a requisition is backordered increases for both CONUS
and Overseas requisitions. This is to be expected, since more effort is
expended to fill the high priority requisitions (those requiring special pro-
curement actions, manual processing, etc.).

There is very little difference in processing costs for requisitions
having different priorities; requisitions are processed in virtually the same
manner, regardless of priority. Some cost differences do arise in processing
high priority requisitions when their volume is large enough to warrant ad-
ditional processing cycles. Additionally, a greater percentage of high
priority requisitions may be processed manually, which also increases their
processing costs.

5. Conclusions

Three primary actions can be taken at ‘the ICP: issue stock in
response to the requisition, place the requisition on backorder, or review the
requisition manually and then perform one of the two previous actions. When
stock is issued immediately, the PD of the requisition is of little
importance. This is as one would expect, since the purpose of the PD is to

allocate scarce resources.
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The principal effect of a requisition's priority is twofold: (1) it
affects the number of cycles per day that are run to determine asset availa-
bility, and (2) it is used to help sequence requisitions for backorder release
when stock becomes available. A requisition's priority is more than its as-
signed PD. Other factors, such as NORS codes or intensive management codes
also are used as 'priorities." These additional '"priorities" are used pri-
marily to determine the sequence for filling backordered requisitions.

Lastly, the reporting of ICP processing time to MILSTEP is mislead-
ing, because many requisitions that receive manual processing are classified
as immediate issues.

D. DEPOT/STORAGE SITE PROCESSING

1. Definition
The Depot Storage Site Processing segment currently is defined to
extend "...from the date that the materiel release or issue instruction
(either document or punched card) is transmitted to the depot/storage site
until the date that materiel is made available to the transportation officer.

This segment includes packaging and packing time as well as holding time for

the purpose of shipment planning in the shipping activity." (DoDD 4410.6,

p. 2-2)

2. Practices and Procedures

The ways items are picked and packed differs among the Services and
their individual depots. There are fewer picking priorities than PDs.

The Army generally processes requisitions in the following order:
NORS, PG 1, PG 2,‘PG 3. PG 3 requisitions may be held in the computer up to
three days for consolidation. No PD distinction is made within the NORS
grouping. Within a given PG, there is no distinction among the individual

PDs. Thus, a priority 03 may be processed before a priority 01. The Navy
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follows a similar procedure, except that the NORS indication is not used to
sequence depot processing.

The Air Force processes requisitions in the following order: NORS,
PG 1, PG 2, PG 3, with no difference among individual priorities within a PG.
Low priority Materiel Release Orders (MROs), PG 3, may be held in the computer
up to seven days for consolidation and shipment planning.

The Marine Corps differs from the other Services, processing req-
uisitions on a first-come-first-served basis. This is primarily due to the
low volume of MROs processed. If volume were to increase substantially, items
would be picked on a PD basis.

DLA ignores the NORS coding and processes requisitions solely on the
basis of PG.

All the Services and DLA operate their depots on a 24-hour-day,
7-day-week basis. However, actual processing (picking and packing) takes
place on a normal 40-hour-week basis. For the rest of the time, skeleton
crews man the depots, to cover emergencies, and no processing is generally
done.

Processing procedures vary from depot to depot within a given
Service. Individual depots alter their processing procedures to fit the needs
of their primary users. Some depots process high priority and NORS items two
or three times per day (i.e., interrupt the processing of low priority items
with high priority and NORS items that have come in during the day). Others
process all high priority items first, then move on to the low priority items.

3. Time Standards and Performance

Analysis of MILSTEP data for fiscal 1976 shows that depot
performance for all the Services generally is good. Seventy-five percent or

better of the requisitions processed are completed within the prescribed
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UMMIPS timeframes (one, two, and eight days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, respect-
ively). Marine Corps' PG 1 requisitions are an exception. Even though
75 percent or more of the requisitions are processed within UMMIPS time
standards, the mean times sometimes are greater than the standards.

Figure 7 (DLA example) explains this phenomenon. There are extreme-
ly long tails for processing times. The relatively few items in the tail
(25 percent or less) take, in some cases, more than 20 days. In DLA's case,
this corresponds to nearly 6,200 requisitions taking longer than 20 days in
the Depot/Storage Site Processing segment. The tails are caused by several
factors such as: computer failures, lost or misplaced items, care and
preservation, etc.

4. Relative Time and Costs

Since most processing within the depot is coordinated by computer,
the differences in processing costs among the various PGs are small. Those
that do occur are due to high PG requisitions being processed (picked and
packed) on a shorter cycle time than low PG requisitions.

Time differences among priorities can be attributed to increased
consolidation of PG 3 requisitions. Those requisitions are consolidated for
both the picking procedure and shipment planning.

5. Conclusions

The processing of MROs within the depot does not depend on the
15 PDs. In practice, there are at most four priorities for depot processing:
NORs coding and PGs 1, 2, or 3. If the requisition is for a NORS and NORS
coding is used as a picking priority, the PD is not recognized. Similarly,
the PD is not distinguished within a specific PG.

There is little difference in processing time between PGs 1 and 2.

The longer processing time for PG 3 is caused by holding requisitions in the
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computer for consolidation and shipment planning. Although 75 percent of all
requisitions meet UMMIPS time standards for the Depot/Storage Site Processing
segment, there are occasions where the picking and packing process can exceed
40 days.

E.  TRANSPORTATION HOLD AND CONUS INTRANSIT

1. Definition
The Transportation Hold and CONUS Intransit segment is defined to
extend "...from the date the materiel is made available to the transportation
officer until the date of receipt by the CONUS requisitioning installation or

by the Port of Embarkation (POE) in the case of oversea requisitions. It in-

cludes time consumed in offer/traffic release procedures." (DoDD 4410.6,
p. 2-2)
2. Practices and Procedures

Transportation Hold and CONUS Intransit practices and procedures
vary widely among the Services, as explained below.
a. Army
The Army attempts to move as little cargo as possible via air.
Thus, only NORS, Transportation Priority (TP) 1 and TP 2 shipments are air-
eligible.3 Even though TP 2 cargo is air-eligible, general Army policy is to
ship this cargo via surface transportation. Normally, cargo weighing over
500 pounds and intended for air shipment must be confirmed with the req-
uisitioner before being released for air shipment. In addition, all shipments
moving fewer than 500 miles are sent surface.
Army Transportation Officers (TOs) generally challenge only

TP 1 cargo weighing over 500 pounds, achieving 80-85 percent diversion rates.

3TP 1 and 2 correspond to PGs 1 and 2, respectively.
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One TO interviewed challenged all shipments justified for air transportation
on the basis of transportation priority. Based upon these challenges, a 90-
95 percent rate of diversion to surface transportation was achieved. This
amounted to a transportation savings of §$1,802,526 for CONUS shipments, and
$395,280 for the CONUS portion of overseas shipments from 1 July 1976 through
31 December 1976. The downgrading of air-eligible items means that they are
transported in accordance with PG 3 time standards. This helps the TO stat-
istically, since it is easier to meet the PG 3 time standards than the PG 1}
time standards.

Parcel Post is used for many items. If an item meets parcel
post size and weight limitations, it is shipped automatically parcel post, re-
gardless of priority. The Army sends approximately 27 percent of the total
number of lines shipped by parcel post. Unfortunately, insufficient data
were available to compare parcel post costs to those for other transpor-

tation modes.
b. Navy

The Navy's transportation policies are different from those of
the Army. This difference is due primarily to the Navy's dedicated (contract)
transportation system, Quick Transportation (QUICKTRANS). The QUICKTRANS sys-
tem is intended to reduce inventory levels and transport high priority items
(NORS, TP 1, and TP 2) rapidly. QUICKTRANS is viewed as a free-flow system,
since shipments within it normally are not subject to challenge nor paid for
by the TO. Shipments are not challenged because the Service is contracted and
paid for, regardless of the volume of materiel transported. The only shiments
that are challenged are those where the cargo is greater than 500 pounds or

of outsize dimensions.
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Even though QUICKTRANS is a "free" service to the TO, it is
under-utilized. The dedicated aircraft have a utilization rate of 70-80 per-
cent, while the dedicated trucks have a utilization rate of only 20-30 per-
cent. A plausible explanation for this low utilization rate is the lack of
formal shipment planning procedures. The TO plans shipments, using past ex-
perience to anticipate the cargo load and to consolidate cargo accordingly.
This generates more shipments than would otherwise be required if extensive
shipment planning were done. Thus, shipments which could have moved via
QUICKTRANS, move at either less than truckload or commercial air rates.

Only NORS and non-NORS priority 01-08 requisitions are eligible
for air transportation. However, many PG 2 items are shipped by surface
transportation depending on size, weight, and distance.

The use of parcel post within the Navy is similar to that in
the Army. All materiel (regardless of priority) meeting parcel post size and
weight limitations automatically moves as parcel post shipments (this may also
contribute to the low QUICKTRANS utilization rate). Lack of appropriate time
and cost data for parcel post precluded its comparison with other trans-
portation modes.

c. Air Force

Air Force policy dictates that all high investment reparables,
NORS, TP 1 and TP 2 materiel be air eligible. This materiel is challenged
only if it exceeds 500 pounds, is of outsize dimensions, is excessive in
quantity, or if the requisition is more than 90 days old.

The Air Force's CONUS movement of materiel is centered around
the Logistics Air (LOGAIR) system. The primary objective of LOGAIR is to

reduce inventory levels through shortened pipeline time for high investment
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reparables (regardless of priority).a LOGAIR also is intended to transport
high priority cargo (NORS, TP 1 and TP 2) rapidly, with low priority cargo
(TP 3) to be used as filler whenever possible.

Since LOGAIR is also a contract service, its use is "free" to
the individual TO. Thus, TOs try to transport as much materiel via LOGAIR as
possible. The Air Force's shipment planning system (Shipment Document Release
and Control System-D009) enables them to respond easily to the need for high
investment shipments, while holding duplicate shipments to a minimum.
Minimizing duplicate shipments, in effect, increases consolidation, which in
turn, increases use of the LOGAIR system.

Low priority surface shipments also are consolidated on a
computerized basis. They are held up to seven days to effect maximum con-
solidation. .

Both parcel post and the United Pércel Service are used by the
Air Force. As in the Army and Navy, materiel within established size and
weight limitations is transported by either parcel post or UPS. Once again,
parcel post time and cost data were unavailable.

d. Marine Corps

The Marine Corps' principal transportation mode is parcel post.
Ninety-eight percent of all PG 1 requisitions and 85 percent of the total
number of documents are shipped parcel post.5

To reduce air shipments, only TP 1 cargo is air eligible.

Thus, less than 1 percent of the total number of documents are shipped by

AHigh investment reparables constitute two-thirds of the materiel moved
through the LOGAIR system.

5A document refers to the shipping authorization, such as a Bill of
Lading.
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air. Also, TP 1 cargo greater than 70 pounds is challenged and largely
diverted to surface transportation (70-80 percent).
e. DLA

DLA moves TP 1 cargo by air. TP 2 cargo normally moves via
surface transportation, unless the requisition is in response to a NORS
condition, in which case air transportation will be utilized. TP 1 cargo
normally is subject to challenge. DLA currently is achieving an 80 percent
diversion rate. DLA shipments moved via LOGAIR or QUICKTRANS are not subject
to challenge.

DLA performs extensive shipment planning through the Mech-
anization of Freight Packing and Shipping Terminalv (MOFAST) system. The
MOFAST system tracks MROs from the time they are first rgceived at the depot,
through the Depot Processing segment, into the formation of consolidated ship-
ments.

3. Time Standards and Performance

Current DoD regulations prescribe time standards of 3, 6, 13, and
13 days for PGs 1, 2, 3, and commercial SEAVAN Service (SEAVAN) shipments, re-
spectively. The performance of each Service and DLA are discussed separately

below.
a. Army
Analysis of the MILSTEP 1B reports indicates that the mean
time for the Transportation Hold and CONUS Intransit segment exceeds the
UMMIPS standard for PGs 1 and 2 for both air and surface shipments. The mean
processing time for PG 3 falls within the UMMIPS standard for both air and
surface shipments. The MILSTEP 1B report also shows that there are extensive

tails to this segment. CONUS transportation time (regardless of priority or
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mode of shipment) often exceeds 20 days (see Figure 8), thus increasing the
mean transportation time.

The transportation time tails can be explained in a number of
ways. Challenge of an air shipment increases the time consumed in the Trans-
portation Hold and CONUS Intransit segment. Entering incorrect dates in the
Intransit Data Cards (IDCs) also can cause an overstatement of time. Another
factor is that shipments bound for overseas transport must first pass through
the Army's Central Consolidation Point (CCP) where the time for overseas ship-
ment consolidation 1is assessed against the Transbortation Hold and CONUS
Intransit segment.

Analysis of Figure 8 and Tables 4-9 shows a small difference in
actual intransit time among the three PGs for the Army, regardless of trans-
portation mode. The primary difference in Transportéfioﬁ and CONUS Hold In-
transit time among the PGs is caused by increased hold times for the lower
priority groups. The surface CONUS Intransit time for the overseas shipments
is considerably longer than the corresponding air transportation times. This
is caused by CONUS surface shipments passing through the CCP enroute to a POE,
which inflates the actual CONUS Intransit time.

b. Navy

The Navy's surface transportation times are much shorter than
the corresponding air transportation times, regardless of priority. The mean
surface intransit times are 0.6, 1.6, and 4.3 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, re-
spectively. This is in contrast to air intransit times of 10.5, 8.8, and
7.6 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. (see Table 5). There are two
primary reasons for the shorter surface transportation times: (1) items coded

for local delivery automatically are assigned surface transportation times of
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0, 1, or 3 days, for PGs 1, 2, or 3, respectively; and (2) the shorter dis-
tance normally traveled by surface transportation compared to air.

Extremely long tails for the Transportation Hold segment of
overseas shipments were found. Mean surface intransit times of 130.7, 93.7,
and 66.9 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, respectively, were found in the MILSTEP
reports. Considerable effort was expended, without success, to determine the
reasons why 300 PG 1 lines have a mean CONUS Intransit time of 130.7 days.

Analysis of parcel post time performance could not be performed
because IDCs are not placed on parcel post shipments.

c. Air Force

The mean surface transportation times for CONUS shipments are
5.1, 6.5, and 8.3 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. This is in contrast
to mean air transportation times of 3.6, 4.1, and 4.2 days for the three
groups. The differences between the mean air and surface transportation times
are 1.6, 2.4, and 4.1 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3. These figures reflect small
time difierences among PGs within a given transportation mode (with the
exc ..on of surface PG 3) and between air and surface transportation.

The MILSTEP 1B reports show extensive tails for both air and
surface in the Transportation Hold and CONUS Intransit segment. The tails are
caused by such factors as: time consumed in moving cargo to and from air
terminals; time consumed in repackaging and repalletizing cargo for LOGAIR
shipments; the circular nature of LOGAIR routes, meaning that if a stop is
missed, the entire circuit has to be repeated before off-loading; and dif-
ficulty gaining clearance into Bayonne (an overseas POE) where carriers may
have to wait up to 23 days.

Once again, lack of transportation time data made it impossible

to compare parcel post with other transportation modes.
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d. Marine Corps

The Marine Corps' mean hold plus intransit times are longer
than those of the other Services (see Table 5). Breaking the Transportation
Hold and CONUS Intransit segment into its two components shows that extended
hold times are primarily responsible for the length of this segment. The
mean surface intransit times are similar for PGs 1 and 2 (8.1 and 7.3 days),
with the mean intransit time for PG 3 being much shorter (3.2 days). Only
PG 1 items are sent by air, with a mean intransit time of 4.0 days.

The mean hold times for surface shipments are quite long: 5.2,
10.8, and 12.2 days for PGs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Given the length of
these hold times, it can be understood why a very low percentage of the lines
shipped meet UMMIPS time standards (less than 25 percent for PGs 1 and 2 and
less than 50 percent for PG 3).

The Marine Corps does not report parcel post transportation
times. Thus, parcel post could not be compared with other transportation
modes. This lack of parcel post data is especially serious due to the high
Marine Corps' usage of parcel post (98% of all PG 1 lines and 85 percent of
all documents.)

e. DLA

The Transportation Hold and CONUS Intransit times for DLA are
longer than those for the Services (except the Marine Corps). The difference
is caused by DLA's longer hold times (see Tables 4, 5, and 6). Because of
these hold times, less than 25 percent of the CONUS surface lines shipped for
PGs 1 and 2 meet UMMIPS time standards.

There is little difference among the mean intransit times for

a given transportation mode. PGs 1, 2, and 3 mean times are 4.4, 4.8, and
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